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What Will the Bible Tell the Court? 


[Editor's Note: This article in the ‘Twilight-Zone’ series 
was based on a murder committed by Michael Griffin, a 
“born-again Christian ”, who has since been convicted and 
sentenced to life imprisonment.] 

Back in the days of black-and-white television, the Twilight 
Zone was a fictional place where reality was so distorted that 
anything was possible. In discussions with Christian funda¬ 
mentalists, I sometimes characterize their belief in biblical 
inerrancy as a journey into the Twilight Zone , because, like 
characters in the old TV series, Bible-believers often find 
themselves in situations where they cannot distinguish the real 
from the unreal, the possible from the impossible, or the 
rational from the irrational. 

A case in point would be the born-again Christian who 
assassinated a doctor at an abortion clinic in Pensacola, 
Florida. After attending an Assembly of God Church on 
Sunday and asking the congregation to pray with him for Dr. 
David Gunn, Michael Griffin "allegedly" shot the doctor three 
times the next day at point-blank range. During his 
arraignment, Griffin asked the court's permission to serve as 
his own attorney and to keep his Bible with him "as one of 
[his] legal documents." One can only wonder what kind of 
journey into the Twilight Zone this twisted mind will make as 
Griffin looks for biblical justification of his actions, but, 
unless the prosecutor is completely ignorant of the Bible, the 
defense just may find itself in serious trouble. 


For one thing, Griffin will have to explain why he 
flagrantly violated a clear injunction of his own legal 
document. "Thou shalt not kill" is one of the ten big ones (Ex. 
20:13), the very commandment that abortion protesters so 
often display on their picket signs. If it does not prohibit one 
from walking up to an unarmed man and shooting him down 
with a gun, then what kind of killing would it forbid? The 
Apostle Paul specifically cited this commandment as one of 
many that are summed up in "this word, namely, Thou shalt 
love thy neighbor as thyself" (Rom. 13:9). When Griffin 
opens his Bible in the courtroom, will he argue that he was 
loving his neighbor as himself when he fired those three 
bullets into Dr. Gunn? We can only wait and see. 

On the other hand, since Bible-land is also the Twilight 
Zone where anything can happen, Griffin should have no 
difficulty finding biblical precedents that appear to make 
murder a virtuous act. The Mosaic Law commanded the 
killing of one's own mother, son, daughter, or friend if they 
worshiped the wrong god (Dt. 13:6-10). It demanded death 
for those who picked up sticks on the Sabbath (Num. 15:32- 
36) or for kindling a fire on the Sabbath (Ex. 35:2-3). Death 
was decreed for male children who had not been circumcised 
(Gen. 17:14) and for children who were disobedient to their 
parents (Dt. 21:18-21). Cursing (Lev. 24:10-16,23), unchasity 
(Dt. 22:13-21), and even sexual relations during a woman's 
menstrual period (Lev. 20:18) were all death-penalty offenses 
under the Mosaic law. Admittedly, a mind that could see 
justice in laws like these shouldn't have too much difficulty 
rationalizing the killing of a doctor thought to be violating 
"God's word". 


If Griffin should appeal to such biblical ordinances as 
these, he will encounter a serious problem in certain New 
Testament passages that clearly take a dispensational view 
toward the harsh death-penalty commandments in the Mosaic 
Law. The Apostle Paul said that those ordinances had been 
"taken out of the way" and "nailfed] to the cross" (Col. 2:14; 
Eph. 2:15). Under the new dispensation, the "children of God" 
were ordered to "overcome evil with good" (Rom. 12:21), to 
"do good unto all men" (Gal. 6:10), to "eschew evil and do 
good", and to "seek peace and ensue it" (1 Pet. 3:10). A 
primary duty of Christians is to do good works (1 Tim. 6:18; 
Titus 2:14; 3:8; 1 Pet. 2:12). On the subject of killing, the new 
covenant is very specific: "Let none of you suffer as a 
murderer, or a thief, or an evil-doer (1 Pet. 4:15), and those 
who violate this injunction are threatened with hellfire (Rev. 
21 : 8 ). 

Furthermore, the new covenant very plainly forbids taking 
personal vengeance on wrongdoers: "Dearly beloved, avenge 
not yourselves, but rather give place unto wrath: for it is 
written, Vengeance is mine; I will repay, saith the Lord. 
Therefore if thine enemy hunger, feed him; if he thirst, give 
him drink: for in so doing thou shalt heap coals of fire on his 
head" (Rom. 12:19-20). One cannot imagine how pumping 
bullets into the body of one's enemy could possibly constitute 
"heap[ing] coals of fire on his head", but maybe in the 
Twilight Zone Griffin will find a way to explain it. 

Griffin's greatest problem, however, is that he will not be 
able to find any scripture at all that addresses the subject of 
abortion. The Bible, in its entirety, is simply silent on the 
subject. Certainly, this silence was not due to the non- 



existence of abortion in biblical times. It was definitely 
known and practiced. Apocryphal literature, in fact, did 
specifically condemn abortion. The Didache and the Epistle 
of Barnabas say, respectively, "Practise no magic, sorcery, 
abortion, or infanticide ", and, "Never do away with an unborn 
child." The writer of the Apocalypse of Peter claimed to see 
in a vision of hell "women ... who produced children out of 
wedlock and who procured abortions," but, alas, Griffin 
cannot appeal to what was said in these books. Christianity 
long ago rejected them as inspired works. 

If Griffin should indeed try to base his defense on Twilight- 
Zone principles taught in the Bible, he will have to hope that 
the court is ignorant of what is taught in Exodus 21:22-23. 
This scripture stipulated that a man who inflicted an injury 
that caused a pregnant woman to miscarry was only to be 
fined, provided that "no harm" was done to the woman. If, 
however, "harm" were done to the woman, then the man had 
to pay an eye for an eye, a tooth for a tooth, and a life for a 
life. "God's inspired word", then, appears to teach that the 
legal rights of the unborn are not equal to the rights of those 
who have already been born. In his jaunt through the Twilight 
Zone , Griffin may have to deal with this problem. 

I won't attempt to debate the merits of the legal axiom that 
says, "He who represents himself in court has a fool for a 
lawyer," but in Griffin's case the axiom certainly seems 
relevant. Who but a fool would murder a person in public and 
then attempt to defend himself with a book that not only 
threatens eternal punishment in hell for murder but also 
contradicts the very belief that motivated the murder? Go to 
the next article in this series. 



Biblical Babble about Babel 


Why do nations speak different languages? If you think it 
is because of isolationism in the distant past that made 
cultural interchanges and hence consistency in language 
evolution impossible, then think again. A trip to the Twilight 
Zone will give you the right answer. You see, there was a time 
when "the whole earth had one language and one speech" 
(Gen. 11:1), but the linguistically unified people of that time 
ticked off the petulant Yahweh, who "confused" their 
language so that they couldn't understand one another. Ever 
since, the world has been linguistically divided. 

What did those people do that so irritated the whimsical 
Yahweh? Well, silly, they tried to build a tower whose top 
would reach "unto heaven". What else? It's all right there in 
God's inspired word. If people would just open their Bibles 
more often to experience the joys of traipsing through the 
Twilight Zone , they wouldn't have to ask stupid questions. It 
makes perfectly good sense to suppose that a linguistically 
unified people trying to build a tower to heaven would quite 
naturally arouse Yahweh's ire. What if they succeeded? What 
then? The upstarts would have probably undertaken even 
more ambitious projects. 

In fact, that was exactly what Yahweh thought. Although 
he is presumably omniscient and omnipresent, Yahweh "came 
down to see the city and the tower" (Gen. 11:5) and said, 
"Indeed the people are one and they all have one language, 
and this is what they begin to do; now nothing they propose to 
do will be withheld from them" (v:6). Talk about your 
intolerable situations, this was certainly one of them. What 


self-respecting deity could tolerate a planet of people who 
could do anything they proposed to do? They needed to be 
taken down a notch or two, so Yahweh said, "Come, let us go 
down [even though he had already come down according to 
verse 5] and there confuse their language, that they may not 
understand one another's speech" (v:7). Who the " us " was 
that Yahweh was talking to is anybody's guess. Bibliolaters 
say that this was just a case of the one God talking to the two 
other persons in his godhead, in other words, God the Father 
talking to God the son and God the Holy Spirit. If this seems 
confusing, just try to remember that in the Twilight Zone , one 
plus one plus one equals one, and it will all make sense to 
you. At any rate, Yahweh confused the language of the 
people, put an end to their ambitious building project, and 
"scattered them abroad from there over the face of all the 
earth" (v: 8) 

Every time I read this story, I'm a little embarrassed to 
think that, if bibliolaters are right, these people were my 
ancestors. Why would linguistic diversity prevent the 
completion of a construction project? Admittedly, Yahweh's 
little dirty trick would have caused some initial confusion— 
imagine how you would react if you woke up tomorrow and 
found that one member of your family could speak only 
German, another Arabic, another Japanese, etc.—but it 
shouldn't have shut the project down. Some enterprising 
construction boss should have figured out that if he grouped 
the workers according to what language they spoke, the 
project could have continued. Those who spoke language A 
could have made bricks, those who spoke language B could 
have carried them to the brick layers, who all spoke language 



C, etc. This type of division of labor is done quite often in 
international construction projects. Because these people were 
completely unfamiliar with linguistic diversity, no doubt there 
would have been some initial communication problems, but 
within a year or two, multilingualism would have begun to 
emerge among the workers to a degree that would have 
virtually eliminated communication problems. Anyone who 
has ever applied himself seriously to learning another 
language knows that reasonable fluency can be acquired 
within two years. 

But maybe we are supposed to understand that every 
person working on the project was given a different language. 
(Who knows what to believe about these Twilight-Zone 
stories?) If so, when the people were scattered abroad "over 
the face of all the earth," how did they decide who would go 
with whom? If fifty people all speaking different languages 
left together to form a tribe elsewhere, wouldn't they have 
experienced communication problems just as serious as those 
they would have encountered had they remained at Babel to 
work on the tower? If the confusion of tongues prevented 
cooperation in the building of a tower, surely it would have 
made intra-tribal relationships quite difficult. 

While we are trying to make sense out of this story, we 
must also wonder why Yahweh hasn't intervened in some way 
to put a quietus to the world's space programs. If trying to 
build a tower to heaven irritated him, one would think that the 
construction of space rockets would downright infuriate him. 
What is to prevent an astronaut from someday landing a 
spaceship right in front of Yahweh's heavenly throne? 

By now, you are probably more confused than were those 



people who suddenly had their language confounded by 
divine intervention, but the silliness isn't over yet. Another 
short journey in the Twilight Zone to the events described just 
one chapter before the story of Babel should leave you almost 
totally confused. Here we are told how the descendants of the 
sons of Noah settled the earth after the flood. The descendants 
of Japheth became the Gentiles who were "separated into 
their lands, everyone according to his language^ according to 
their families, into their nations" (Gen. 10:2-5). The 
descendants of Ham were listed "according to their families, 
according to their languages , in their lands and in 
their nations" (vs:6-20). The descendants of Shem, of course, 
became the Semitic tribes "according to their families, 
according to their languages , in their lands, according to 
their nations" (vs:21-31). So we are told in chapter 10 that the 
descendants of the sons of Noah settled over all the earth 
according to their languages and are even told that Nimrod, 
a descendant of Ham, founded the kingdom of Babel (v:10), 
but then we are told in the very next chapter that "the whole 
earth had one language and one speech" and that these 
linguistically unified people "journeyed from the east" to the 
"land of Shinar" (v:2) and there began building the city of 
Babel, which city was mentioned just one chapter earlier as an 
achievement of Nimrod, a descendant of Ham (v:10), whose 
people had settled there "according to their languages" 
(v:20). 

I think that the people at Babel weren't the only ones whom 
Yahweh confused. He seemed to have thoroughly confused 
whomever he inspired to write the tower of Babel story. Go to 
the next article in this series. 



Ouch! 


"And it came to pass that Abraham said to God, ‘You want 
us to cut off our what! (1 Babinski 13:7) 

Of all the strange ideas that found acceptance in the 
Twilight Zone of biblical times, perhaps none was any 
stranger than the notion that males had to have their foreskins 
cut off in order to please the petulant Yahweh. Actually, the 
rite of circumcision wasn't just a matter of pleasing Yahweh; it 
was either done or his wrath was incurred. When Yahweh 
gave the commandment that all eight-day-old males were to 
be circumcised, he made it clear that he meant business: "And 
the uncircumcised male child, who is not circumcised in the 
flesh of his foreskin, that person shall be cut off from his 
people; he has broken my covenant" (Gen. 17:14). What a 
clever way to put it! The uncircumcised person "shall be cut 
off from his people." Who says that Yahweh didn't have a 
sense of humor? 

We might note that Yahweh was a little redundant too. The 
uncircumcised male child, who is not circumcised in the flesh 
of his foreskin— boy, Yahweh wanted to make sure he was 
understood on this point, didn't he? And no wonder. The 
expression "cut off from his people" didn't mean just 
banishment or exile, as some wrongly assume; it meant, as 
Arnold Schwarzenegger would say, "Hasta la vista, Baby!" 

By comparing two passages in the book of Leviticus, we 
can determine that in the Hebrew society of Twilight-Zone 
times, "cut off" did mean "kill". Various sexual offenses are 
listed in chapter 18 with the warning that "whoever commits 
any of these abominations, the persons who commit them 


shall be cut off from among their people" (v: 29). In its 
uniquely repetitious way, the Bible listed many of the same 
offenses again in chapter 20 with repeated warnings that those 
who do these things "shall surely be put to death" (vs. 9-16), 
so the Hebrews obviously understood that being "cut off" 
from their people meant the death penalty. 

We have to wonder why if Yahweh, the creator of heaven 
and earth, considered circumcised penises so important, he 
didn't just toss aside a little DNA on the sixth day and create 
Adam without a foreskin. However, if any of his chosen 
people ever had a thought like this, it never found its way into 
Yahweh's inspired word, because no one seemed to question 
this peculiar " covenant " requirement. Maybe some did 
question it but Yahweh just kept references to any smart- 
alecky dissenters out of his word to cover up a colossal 
mistake he had made. Who knows? Trying to figure out 
Twilight-Zone mentality is pretty much an exercise in futility. 

The deadly seriousness with which Yahweh expected his 
chosen ones to observe the rite of circumcision is indicated in 
one of the weirdest stories in the Bible. Moses, who was 
returning to Egypt after the burning-bush scene where 
Yahweh instructed him to go rescue the chosen ones from 
bondage, had stopped for the night when... Well, let's just let 
the inspired word of the inscrutable Yahweh tell us what 
happened: "On the journey, when Moses had halted for the 
night, Yahweh came to meet him and tried to kill him. At once 
Zipporah [Moses' Midianite wife] taking up a flint, cut off her 
son's foreskin [ouch!] and with it she touched the genitals of 
Moses. ‘Truly, you are a bridegroom of blood to me! ’ she said. 
And Yahweh let him live. It was then that she said, 



‘bridegroom of blood’ on account of the circumcision" 
(Exodus 4:24-26, Jerusalem Bible). I have to wonder why 
Zipporah took her anger out on Moses. After all, circumcision 
was all Yahweh's idea. 

Only in the Twilight-Zone could one find a good sharp flint 
just lying handily nearby when it was needed. Maybe 
Novocain also lay about on the ground like the manna of 
those times so that this poor kid didn't suffer too much trauma 
from Mama's abrupt flint-stone surgery. If not, I don't imagine 
Mom and Pop got much sleep that night what with having to 
spend so much time walking the floor with a howling kid, and 
if ever any kid had a right to howl, this one certainly did. At 
any rate, the story illustrates how serious Yahweh was about 
circumcision. "When I say cut it off, I mean cut it off!" 

Now we hear a lot these days about the degrading way that 
women were treated in biblical times —and justifiably so too— 
but I think that even the most radical feminist today would 
admit that women got a break from Yahweh when he decided 
to make circumcision a life and death matter. We can only 
wonder why with Yahweh being Yahweh he didn't dream up 
some comparably painful "covenant rite" for the other gender 
of his chosen people, but luckily for the female babies of 
those days, he didn't. I guess that even the creator of heaven 
and earth can have an off day. I have to wonder too how the 
idea for circumcision ever originated. Did some father in 
those Twilight-Zone days just study his newborn son's 
anatomy one day and say, "I wonder what he would look like 
if I cut off the end of his talliwhacker ?" The unlikeliness that 
such a thought would ever have crossed a father's mind must 
prove that the Bible really is the inspired word of Yahweh, 



because only the mind of the inscrutable Yahweh could have 
dreamed up an idea like that. Go to the next article in this 
series. 


When All is Not All 

To the Twilight-Zone mind of the Christian fundamentalist, 
nothing in the Bible is too absurd to believe. Twilight Zonery 
at its absurdest is exemplified in the way that Bible funda¬ 
mentalists insist that the story of the Egyptian plagues is 
literally true in all of its details. The plagues began when 
Yahweh commanded Moses to have Aaron stretch his staff 
over "the waters of Egypt" (Ex. 7:19) to change them into 
blood. The transformation was to include water that was in the 
rivers, streams, pools, ponds, and even vessels of wood and 
stone. When Moses and Aaron did so, "all the waters that 
were in the river were turned to blood" (v:20), and the blood, 
as Yahweh had decreed, was "throughout all the land of 
Egypt" (v:21). 

"Well, why not?" Christian fundamentalists will demand. If 
we concede the existence of an omnipotent God for whom 
Moses and Aaron were acting as emissaries, the performance 
of a deed like this would have been rather insignificant 
compared to, say, the creation of the world. Perhaps so, but 
the writer of this little yarn so blundered in the way he told 
the story that, even with that concession, rational thinkers will 
have no difficulty seeing that it is pure fantasy. Whoever 
wrote it clearly intended to present it from the very beginning 
as a contest between the powers of Pharaoh's magicians and 
the power of Yahweh acting through Moses and Aaron. In a 
display of power to Pharaoh before the plagues themselves 


actually began, Aaron cast his rod down, and it became a 
serpent (Ex.7:10). Not at all impressed with the demon¬ 
stration, Pharaoh called for his magicians, who "did in like 
manner with their enchantments" (v:ll). They cast their rods 
down, and they too became serpents. Aaron's serpent, 
however, came to the rescue by swallowing the magicians' 
serpents [rods], presumably demonstrating that the power of 
Yahweh was superior to the power of the magicians (v: 12). 

The writer's apparent strategy, then, was to present the 
story as a tit-for-tat contest between the magicians of Egypt 
and the power of Yahweh. Whatever Moses and Aaron would 
do, the writer would have the magicians duplicate until finally 
they would have to give up and admit that Yahweh's power 
was greater than theirs, as they did during the plague of lice 
(8:8-19). On the surface, it seems like a good idea, but it 
resulted in a serious blunder when the writer applied the 
strategy to the plague of blood and had the magicians do "in 
like manner with their enchantments" (7:22). Aaron had 
changed all of the water throughout all the land of Egypt into 
blood (7:20-21). As previously noted, all of the water 
included the water that was in rivers, streams, pools, ponds, 
and even vessels of wood and stone (v:19). So the blunder is 
rather obvious. If all of the water throughout all the land of 
Egypt was changed into blood, even including small 
quantities stored in vessels of wood and stone, how could the 
magicians have possibly done "in like manner with their 
enchantments"? If all of the water in Egypt had already been 
changed into blood, there would have been no water for them 
to work with. 

This was something that the Exodus writer apparently 



didn't consider. It was one thing for him to have Pharaoh's 
magicians duplicate Aaron's feat of changing his rod into a 
serpent, because the magicians themselves had rods to use 
their enchantments on. If, however, the story had said that 
Aaron had changed all of the rods in Egypt into serpents, it 
then would have been impossible for the magicians to 
duplicate the feat. When Aaron brought the plague of frogs 
onto the land of Egypt, the magicians again "did in like 
manner with their enchantments" (8:7). The text does not say, 
however, that Aaron had brought forth all the frogs in all the 
land of Egypt. If it had, then the magicians couldn't possibly 
have duplicated the feat, because there would have been no 
more frogs in Egypt for the magicians to call forth. Obviously, 
then, the writer's zeal to magnify the power of Yahweh led 
him to excess in proclaiming the thoroughness of the plague 
of blood, an excess that clearly shows that at least this part of 
the story could not have happened as he recorded it. If this 
part of the story couldn't have happened as claimed, then we 
are entitled to wonder if any of it happened. 

In the Twilight Zone of biblical fundamentalism, the 
faithful never allow problems like this one to get in their way 
of believing the absurd, so, of course, they have an 
"explanation" of the problem. They will simply claim that all 
doesn't always mean literally all. In support of their position, 
they will cite passages like Matthew 3:5, where the word 
all was obviously used in a figurative sense to mean many or 
most. That may well be true, but there is no suggestion at all 
of figurative intent in this account of the first plague or any of 
the others for that matter. In fact, the writer seemed to go out 
of his way to stress the thoroughness and magnitude of the 



plagues. Twice he said that all the water "throughout all the 
land of Egypt" was changed into blood (7:19-21). In 
describing the other plagues, he declared that all the borders 
of Egypt were infested with frogs (8:2), that "all the dust of 
the earth became lice throughout all the land of Egypt (8:17), 
that all the land of Egypt" was corrupted by swarms of flies 
(8:24), that all the livestock of Egypt died of murrain (9:6), 
and so on through all of the plagues. The writer's obvious 
intention was to proclaim the immensity and totality of the 
plagues, so unless all meant all when the writer used it, the 
superlatives he used to describe the scope of the plagues 
become just so much meaningless gibberish. 

Regrettably, to the mind trapped in the Twilight Zone of 
biblical fundamentalism, meaningless gibberish too often 
becomes the foundation of abiding faith. Go to the next article 
in this series. 

Pharaoh, the Nincompoop 

Absurdities in the story of the ten plagues go far beyond 
the changing of all the water of Egypt into blood, which was 
the subject of our last journey into the Twilight Zone of 
biblical fundamentalism. As Moses and Aaron called down 
the plagues, the implausibilites multiplied so rapidly that no 
rational-thinking reader could possibly believe that these 
events happened as recorded in the Bible. As previously 
noted, the story began as a tit-for-tat confrontation between 
Pharaoh's magicians and Yahweh's emissaries, Moses and 
Aaron. When Aaron changed his rod into a serpent, the 
magicians "did in like manner with their enchantments" (Ex. 
7:11); when Aaron and Moses changed all the water in Egypt 


into blood, the magicians, in some way known only to Bible 
fundamentalists, "did so with their enchantments" (7:22). So 
the die was cast, and the duel was under way. 

In the next exchange of preternatural blows, Aaron 
stretched out his magic rod (wand?) and brought forth a wave 
of frogs that infested all the land of Egypt. Frogs were 
everywhere in all the houses—in the bedrooms, in the beds, in 
the servants' quarters, in the ovens, in the kneading bowls 
(8:5). It was clearly a matter of ‘here a frog, there a frog, 
everywhere a frog frog’. However, the magicians, not to be 
outdone, "did so with their enchantments, and brought up 
frogs on the land of Egypt" (v:7). But at this point in the story, 
problems begin to multiply quicker than the frogs. If the 
invasion of frogs that Aaron produced was as massive as the 
Bible claims, how could anyone possibly have determined 
that Pharaoh's magicians had succeeded in adding even more 
frogs to the infestation? Did the magicians bring forth frogs 
that were labeled " ours " so that they could be distinguished 
from " theirs "? Who really knows? We must remember that in 
the Twilight Zone anything can happen. 

To give credit where credit is due, we must admit that the 
plague of frogs was effective, because it made Pharaoh cry 
uncle for the first time. After seeing all the water in his 
kingdom changed into blood, he was apparently unimpressed, 
because he "turned and went into his house " and "neither was 
his heart moved by this" (7:23). The frogs, however, were 
something else. Pharaoh, perhaps after having to share his bed 
with the little boogers, begged Moses to "entreat Yahweh that 
he may take away the frogs from me and from my people" (v: 
8). Moses, nice guy that he was, said, "[Sure], accept the 


honor of saying when I shall intercede for you, for your 
servants, and for your people, to destroy the frogs" (v:9), and 
Pharaoh's response was, " Tomorrow " (v:10). 

Tomorrow? Tomorrow! Frogs were everywhere in sight, 
as already described, causing no telling how much contami¬ 
nation with the filth and slime that they had brought with 
them, yet when Pharaoh was asked when he would like to 
have them taken away, he said tomorrow! Well, sure, why 
not? A normal person in a normal situation would have 
wanted them removed immediately, but we must remember 
that this was no normal situation. It was all happening in the 
Twilight Zone. 

So at this point, we have to begin wondering what kind of 
a nincompoop Moses and Aaron were dealing with in the 
pharaoh of this story. To say the least, he was no ordinary 
ruler. Most heads of state have an interest in the welfare of 
their subjects, if for no other reason than to minimize the risk 
of being deposed by civil unrest, but this ruler obviously had 
no interest at all in the welfare of his subjects. When the entire 
water supply of his nation was contaminated with blood, he 
reacted by having his magicians "do in like manner with their 
enchantments". Whatever the magicians did to the water, the 
writer apparently meant that they somehow added to the 
contamination. Then when Aaron brought forth the invasion 
of frogs, the magicians "did so with their enchantments" and 
brought forth even more frogs. 

Now who can believe that a rational head of state would 
have conducted himself in such a manner? It would be as if 
the President of the United States would order a second dose 
of contaminants to be administered after terrorists had 



polluted every source of potable water in the country, and 
would then command that an H-bomb be dropped on Los 
Angeles after the terrorists had detonated a nuclear device in 
New York City. A more plausible scenario would have 
resulted had the writer of this story presented Pharaoh as an 
intelligent ruler who had his magicians demonstrate their 
power by removing each of the plagues as Aaron and Moses 
called them forth. 

To have told the story in this way, however, would have put 
sense and sanity into the Bible, and in the Twilight Zone there 
is little sense and almost no sanity. Go to the next article in 
this series. 

The Amazing Livestock of Egypt 

The tit-for-tat premise in the biblical story of the Egyptian 
plagues continued until Aaron struck the dust of the ground 
with his staff (Ex. 8:16-17) and brought forth an infestation of 
lice or gnats or mosquitoes or maggots (pick your translation). 
At this point, Pharaoh's magicians, after trying with no 
success to produce lice (gnats, mosquitoes, maggots), threw in 
the towel and said, "This is the finger of God!" (Ex. 8:19). 
Yeah, sure! Only in the Twilight Zone would sorcerers, who 
had matched Aaron and Moses tit for tat in changing all the 
water of Egypt into blood and frog for frog in the second 
plague, have been deterred by a comparatively simple little 
thing like bringing forth lice (gnats, mosquitoes, maggots). If 
I had been Pharaoh, I would have given those magicians their 
walking papers on the spot. After all, what is calling forth a 
swarm or two of lice or gnats (mosquitoes, maggots) 
compared to changing all the water in Egypt into blood after 


all the water in Egypt had already been turned to blood? If 
nothing else, they could have faked it, waved their hands, said 
an enchantment or two, tossed some dust into the air, and then 
pointed at some of Yahweh's lice or gnats and claimed that 
they had conjured them up. Talk about lack of imagination! 

With Pharaoh's sorcerers out of the contest, Moses and 
Aaron now had free rein, which wasn't quite so free as the 
Twilight-Zone imagination of the Exodus writer, who piled 
more absurdities onto prior absurdities as the plagues 
continued. When Pharaoh appeared to weaken under the 
plague of flies, Moses prayed for Yahweh to take away the 
flies tomorrow (!), but after the flies were gone, Pharaoh 
hardened his heart again. So Moses brought down a pestilence 
upon the livestock of Egypt, "the horses, the donkeys, the 
camels, the herds, and the flocks" (9:3). As pestilences go, this 
one was a biggie, because "all the livestock of the Egyptians 
died" (9:6). Under normal conditions, this would have spelled 
doom for the Egyptian livestock industry, but we must 
remember that normal conditions never existed in the Twilight 
Zone. So when Moses inflicted the plague of boils on the 
land, no one in the Twilight Zone of biblical fundamentalism 
seems at all surprised to read that the boils afflicted "animals 
throughout the land of Egypt" as well as humans (9:9-10). 

One might logically assume that since all the livestock of 
the Egyptians had been wiped out by the previous pestilence, 
these animals inflicted with boils had to be dogs, cats, 
squirrels, and other species not considered livestock, but such 
was not the case. When Moses warned the Egyptians that a 
plague of hail was about to come, he advised them to take 
their "livestock and everything that [they had] in the open 



field" to a "secure place" (9:19). We rationalistic simpletons 
must remember that in the Twilight Zone , all doesn't mean all, 
so when the Bible says that all the livestock of Egypt died, 
that didn't mean that all the livestock of Egypt died; 
otherwise, why would Moses have afterwards warned the 
Egyptians to take their livestock from the fields and shelter 
them from the hail that was to come? You just have to 
understand how things are in the Twilight Zone. 

Although Pharaoh was spending a lot of time hardening his 
heart while Moses and Aaron were doing their stuff, the 
ordinary, man-on-the-street Egyptian must have taken the 
warning to shelter the livestock very seriously, because the 
hail that came was unlike any that had ever fallen on Egypt 
"since it became a nation" (9:24). It struck down "everything 
that was in the open field throughout all the land of Egypt, 
both human and animal" (9:25), yet after it was over and the 
subsequent plague of locusts had devoured "the last remnant 
left after the hail", there were still livestock alive to die in the 
plague that killed the firstborn throughout the land of Egypt. 
That couldn't have happened, could it, unless most of the 
Egyptians had heeded Moses' warning and sheltered their 
livestock? Or maybe it could. If livestock were still alive after 
all the livestock had died from the pestilence, there is no 
reason why some livestock couldn't have been alive after all 
the livestock had been killed by hail. We must remember that 
we are talking about events that happened in the Twilight 
Zone. 

At any rate, at least some of the amazing livestock of 
Egypt were still alive to die in the plague sent down on the 
firstborn of Egypt. Yahweh being Yahweh, of course, was not 



about to let dumb brutes escape his wrath, so when he sent the 
plague to kill all the firstborn, he naturally included "all the 
firstborn of the livestock" (11:5; 12:29). It's a pity that such 
resilience as that which resided in the genes of the amazing 
livestock of Egypt didn't survive until modern times, and we 
have to wonder why it didn't. If Yahweh's throwing everything 
he had against them couldn't wipe them out, then pray tell 
what eventually did? Anyway, we can imagine, in this age of 
genetic know-how, how simple it would be to eradicate 
famine if only we had that gene for resilience to breed into 
our modern livestock. 

And wouldn't you know it? After the pestilence had killed 
all "the horses, the donkeys, the camels, the herds, and the 
flocks" throughout all the land of Egypt, after the hail had 
pelted "every herb of the field" (9:25), after the locusts had 
devoured "the last remnant" of foliage left by the hail (10:5), 
and after the death angel had smitten "all the firstborn of the 
livestock", Pharaoh somehow managed to raise an army of 
"six hundred picked chariots and all the other chariots of 
Egypt" and other " horsemen " (14:6-28) to pursue the Israelites 
to the Red Sea. None of those horses, of course, were the 
"firstborn." 

It could have happened only in the Twilight Zone. Go to the 
next article in this series. 

Those Resilient Heathens 

In an earlier column, we noted the amazing resilience of 
the Egyptian livestock during the infamous plagues that 
Moses rained down on Egypt. The plague of murrain, which 
the Bible described as "very grievous" (Ex. 9:3), killed "all 


the livestock of the Egyptians" (v:5), yet when the plague of 
hail came only days later, it "struck down everything that was 
in the open field throughout all the land of Egypt, both human 
and animals" (9:25). And so the story continued. A plague 
would come and strike both man and beast, sometimes 
specifying that all beasts were struck down, as well as their 
food supply, yet when the final plague came, some of the 
amazingly resilient livestock of Egypt were still alive to be 
killed in the plague against the firstborn (Ex. 11:5; 12:29). 
And even then the wonders didn't cease. Pharaoh was able to 
muster an army of "six hundred picked chariots and all the 
other chariots of Egypt", as well as other horsemen (14:6-28), 
to try to stop the Israelite exodus. Where but in the Twilight 
Zone of inerrant biblical history could anything so amazing 
happen? 

As incredibly resilient as these Egyptian animals were, their 
ability to recover quickly from obliteration doesn't even 
compare to the resilience of some heathen nations mentioned in 
the Bible. In an attack on the Midianites, the Israelite soldiers 
killed every adult male (Num. 31:7) and, after taking the 
civilian population captive, killed every male child and non- 
virgin female (v: 17) but kept the virgin girls alive "for 
[them]selves" (v:18). Now if this story happened exactly as 
recorded, the Midianite nation, by necessity, ceased to exist on 
that day, yet we read in Judges 6:2 that, because of their 
disobedience, Yahweh gave the Israelites into "the hand of 
Midian [for] seven years". So these Midianites, who had once 
been completely destroyed by the Israelites, somehow managed 
to bounce back in just a few years to become a nation powerful 
enough to subdue Israel. They are mentioned several times 
thereafter in the book of Judges (7:1-7, 23-25; 8:1). 



The Midianite nation wasn't just an isolated example of 
heathen resilience in biblical times. When Joshua's army 
defeated king Jabin and captured the city of Hazor that Jabin 
reigned over, "all the souls that were therein" were struck by 
the sword and "utterly destroyed". The city was burned, and 
"there was none left that breathed" (Josh. 11:10-11), yet 
somehow Hazor recovered under (will wonders never cease?) 
king Jabin, whose mighty army of nine hundred chariots 
oppressed Israel for twenty years (Judges 4:1-3), until it was 
completely destroyed again under the leadership of Deborah 
and Barak. The second destruction was as thorough as the 
first. All "fell by the edge of the sword; there was not a man 
left" (4:16). 

The miraculous regeneration of exterminated heathen 
nations continued throughout Israelite history. Serving as 
Yahweh's spokesman, Samuel the prophet commanded Saul, 
the first Israelite king, to "smite Amalek and utterly destroy all 
that they have, and spare them not" (1 Sam. 15:3). The 
destruction was to include even "infant and suckling ". Saul 
carried out the instructions almost to the letter, but did keep 
Agag, the Amalekite king, alive, a gesture that so enraged 
Yahweh that he sent Samuel to reprimand Saul and to hack 
Agag to pieces with a sword (vs: 10-33). One would think that 
after the hacking was over, the Amalekite nation would have 
been completely extinct, but apparently it wasn't. In the 
Twilight Zone of biblical history, the "utterly destroyed" 
Amalekite nation somehow managed to regenerate itself, 
because just a few chapters later, David (Saul's successor) 
raided the Amalekites, "smote the land, and saved neither 
man nor woman alive" (27:8-9). Well, surely the Amalekite 



nation was now completely exterminated, but amazingly it 
wasn't. (We must remember that in the Twilight Zone anything 
can happen.) Three chapters later, these incredibly resilient 
Amalekites had managed to recover sufficiently to raid Ziklag 
(the Philistine city from which David operated in his days as a 
guerrilla marauder) and capture David's wives. (Yes, this man 
after Yahweh's own heart [1 Sam. 30:14] was a polygamist.) 
David pursued the Amalekites, overtook them, and " smote 
them from the twilight even unto the evening of the next day" 
(30:17). Did David " utterly " destroy them again? Well, yes 
and no: "There escaped not a man of them, save four hundred 
young men who rode upon camels and fled" (v:17). 
Apparently, biblical historians had learned by now to temper 
their penchant for superlatives with at least a smidgen of 
reality. If, however, 400 young men did indeed escape David's 
assault on this occasion, we have a pretty good indication of 
how inaccurate the inspired historian was just chapters earlier 
when he said that Saul had "utterly destroyed" the Amalekites 
and that David had saved "neither man nor woman alive" on 
his foray into Amalekite territory. 

Such absurdities as these tales of nations and tribes that 
were utterly destroyed only to return just chapters later armed 
and ready for action could happen only in the Twilight Zone of 
biblical history. 

Go to the next article in this series. 

Great Balls of Fire! 

In modern civilized societies, special considerations are 
given to people who are physically handicapped. Govern¬ 
ments both national and regional provide them with special 


parking facilities, access ramps, restroom accommodations, 
and other services intended to integrate them into society as 
much as circumstances will allow. One would therefore think 
that back in the days when Yahweh, the omni-benevolent 
creator of the universe, routinely visited and chatted with his 
specially chosen people, treatment of the handicapped would 
have been at least equal to what it is in modern society, but 
when we journey back into the twilight zone of biblical times, 
we learn that such was not the case. Rather than showing 
special consideration for the handicapped, Yahweh expressed 
contempt for such people and even decreed that they were not 
to be allowed in his presence. Above all else, he did not want 
them profaning his sanctuary. 

This meant that no physically handicapped person could 
serve as a priest or as an assistant to a priest. In Leviticus 21, 
Moses gave Aaron very explicit directions concerning this: 
"Yahweh spoke to Moses, saying: Speak to Aaron and say: No 
one of your offspring throughout their generations who has a 
blemish may approach to offer the food of his God. For no 
one who has a blemish shall draw near, one who is blind or 
lame, or one who has a mutilated face or a limb too long, or 
one who has a broken foot or a broken hand, or a hunchback, 
or a dwarf, or a man with a blemish in his eyes or an itching 
disease or scabs or crushed testicles" (vs: 16-20, NASV with 
Yahweh substituted for "the LORD"). Yahweh seemed to have 
a special contempt for crushed testicles. Any male who had 
suffered such an injury couldn't even enter into Yahweh's 
assembly: "No one whose testicles are crushed or whose penis 
is cut off shall be admitted to the assembly of Yahweh" (Dt. 
23:1). As my wife once said after I had read this verse to her, 



"Hasn't this poor guy suffered enough? For God's sake, let 
him into the assembly!" But that wasn't the way the mind of 
the inscrutable Yahweh worked. Even though Yahweh 
preferred penises that had had a little bit cut off by 
circumcision, he drew the line on cutting off the whole thing. 
And crushed testicles were an absolute no-no. Any human 
male with crushed testicles couldn't go into Yahweh's 
assembly, and any animal so injured couldn't even have the 
honor of being incinerated to pander to this god's colossal 
vanity (Lev. 22:24). Yes, I know it seems inconsistent with the 
idea of a kind, loving heavenly father, but we must remember 
that we are talking about laws and customs of biblical times. 
Things were just different in the twilight zone. 

At least Yahweh wasn't completely heartless toward the 
physically handicapped, because he did grant them at least 
one concession: "No descendant of Aaron the priest who has a 
blemish shall come near to offer Yahweh's offerings by fire. 
Since he has a blemish, he shall not come near to offer the 
food of his God. He may eat the food of his God, of the most 
holy as well as of the holy (Lev. 21:21-22). So, you see, 
Yahweh did have a speck of decency in him. The physically 
handicapped could eat "the food of [their] God"; they just 
couldn't offer it to him on the altar. Why? Well, it seems that 
Yahweh was just too holy to be profaned by having blemished 
people in his presence: "But he fa blemished person] shall not 
come near the curtain or approach the altar, because he has 
a blemishy that he may not profane my sanctuaries; for I am 
Yahweh; I sanctify them. Thus Moses spoke to Aaron and to 
his sons and to all the people of Israel" (vs: 23-24). 

Yes, it's true; the people living in biblical times actually 



believed that when they burned sacrifices on their tabernacle 
altar, they were feeding their god. It all seems rather silly to 
us, but this is now; that was then. Things were just different 
back in twilight-zone times when Yahweh, the creator of 
heaven and earth, roamed the earth freely and lived in a tent 
that the Hebrews carried around with them in their nomadic 
wanderings (Ex. 25:8). Having such a god living in their 
midst, they took their responsibility to feed him very 
seriously. Who wouldn't? 

Needless to say, just any kind of animal wasn't good 
enough to feed to this god. No, it had to be... well, what else? 
It had to be an animal without blemish. Yahweh himself told 
Moses that when anyone offered to him a burnt offering, to be 
acceptable it had to be "a male without blemish" of the cattle 
or the sheep or the goats: "You shall not offer anything 
that has a blemish," Yahweh said, "for it will not be 
acceptable in your behalf" (Lev. 22:20). "Anything blind, or 
injured, or maimed, or having a discharge or an itch or 
scabs-these you shall not offer to Yahweh or put any of them 
on the altar as offerings by fire to Yahweh" (v: 22). 

In a word, the food offered to this god had to be perfect, 
because you couldn't expect a god to eat blemished sacrifices 
if he wouldn't let blemished people serve the sacrifices to him. 
And, oh, yes, an acceptable sacrifice couldn't have its 
"testicles bruised or crushed or torn or cut" (v: 24). Of 
course, we could hardly expect a god who wouldn't even 
allow men with crushed testicles inside his assembly to eat the 
burnt offerings of animals with damaged testicles. No self- 
respecting god in the Twilight Zone would eat that sort of 
thing. 



It all boiled down to this: Yahweh, that inscrutable god of 
twilight-zone days, demanded that the one who offered a 
sacrifice to him and the sacrifice itself both have perfect sets 
of balls. Go to the next article in this series. 


Scooping and Copping 

The Twilight Zone , where the children of Israel lived and 
worshiped their god Yahweh, was indeed a strange place. 
Perhaps the only thing stranger than this god was the legal 
system that he imposed on his "chosen people". On our last 
journey, we learned that Yahweh abhorred anything that was 
blemished, and so he had ordered all people with physical 
handicaps to distance themselves from the tabernacle altar, 
lest they profane Yahweh's holy sanctuary with their 
presence. Even blemished animals, especially those with 
crushed testicles, would profane Yahweh's altar if they were 
offered as sacrifices. 

Apparently it was easy to " profane " Yahweh in those days. 
In Deuteronomy 23:12-13, the chosen ones were told that they 
should "have a place outside the camp" where they could 
" go ", and that they should take with them a " paddle " so that 
when they "sit down abroad", they could "dig with it and turn 
and cover that which comes from [them]". Well, that makes 
sense. With three million people wandering across the Sinai 
on their trek to the Promised Land, human waste would 
certainly have posed a serious sanitation problem. What better 
way to dispose of it than to require each person to carry a 
pooper-scooper? 

But wait a minute. Just when we are about ready to 


commend the wisdom of Yahweh for revealing to his children 
the need to maintain sanitation in their camp, we read on in 
the text and find that the welfare of his people wasn't really 
the reason for this commandment. No, not at all. The chosen 
ones were to dig with their paddles and bury their excrement, 
because "Yahweh your God walks in the midst of your camp, 
to deliver you and give your enemies over to you; therefore 
your camp shall be holy, that he may see no unclean thing 
among you, and turn away from you" (v:14). So that was the 
real reason for this law. If Yahweh should have stepped in 
anything while he was walking about in the midst of the 
Israelite camp, it might have disgusted him so much that he 
would have turned away from his chosen ones. After all, if 
Yahweh couldn't abide crushed testicles, we can imagine how 
offensive he would have found an unburied pile of excrement. 
Perhaps this Yahwistic aversion explains why when the 
"fullness of time" came for Yahweh to send his only begotten 
son to redeem the world, he chose just to " overshadow " Mary 
(Luke 1:35) and then assume the role of absentee father, 
which, of course, left all of the diaper changing to Mary. 

At any rate, Yahweh was very sensitive about matters that 
pertained to bodily functions. As already noted, we have seen 
that he just couldn't tolerate crushed testicles, and so this 
could be the reason for a peculiar law in Deuteronomy 25: "If 
two men fight together, and the wife of one draws near to 
rescue her husband from the hand of the one attacking him, 
and puts out her hand and seizes him by the genitals, then you 
shall cut off her hand; your eyes shall not pity her" (vs: 11- 
12). Today, if a woman's husband should be attacked, she 
would probably know that a swift way to rescue him would be 



to administer a quick, hard blow between the attacker's legs, 
but that's today. Back in the Twilight Zone of biblical times, a 
woman dared not do this unless she wanted to run the risk of 
being known the rest of her life as Lefty. 

For some reason, Yahweh said nothing about the opposite 
situation in which two women would be fighting, and the 
husband of one should grab the crotch of his wife's attacker. 
One can only conclude that Yahweh, in his inscrutable 
wisdom, considered copping a feel to be a much worse 
offense for women than men. Why is anyone's guess, but it 
could be that this law had something to do with Yahweh's 
abhorrence of crushed testicles. A woman who grabbed a 
man's genitals could very likely damage merchandise that was 
precious to Yahweh, but the risk of damage wouldn't have 
been so great if a man grabbed a woman's genitals. Certainly, 
there would have been no testicles to crush, and this seemed 
to be the thing Yahweh was especially sensitive about. 

Like many other commandments of Yahweh, this one 
raises more questions than it answers. What, for example, 
were Yahweh's chosen ones supposed to do if two men were 
fighting and no wife intervened, yet one of the men grabbed 
the other's genitals? Would this have cost the man his hand? If 
not, why not? Wouldn't damage to the genitals be the primary 
concern of a god who couldn't abide crushed testicles, so why 
would he care about the gender of the hand that had done the 
damage? We have no answers to these questions, because we 
read nothing in Yahweh's holy word about what was to be 
done to men who damaged the genitals of other men. It just 
seems that Yahweh had a low threshold of tolerance for 
women who were impudent enough to dare risk damaging 



male genitalia. It makes one wonder if maybe this Yahweh 
was merely a god that men had created complete with male 
concerns and biases. 

Nah! Why, in the Twilight Zone , even the mere thought 
would have been blasphemy. These are questions whose 
answers will just have to wait until the sweet by-and-by. Go to 
the next article in this series. 


Love Thy Sister 

In previous trips to the Twilight Zone, we looked at some 
of the strange laws of the people who lived there. One of their 
strangest was known as the "Levirate law". This was a law 
that prohibited a widow without a son from marrying until she 
had given her brothers-in-law a chance to succeed where their 
brother had failed. As the humorist Dave Barry often says in 
his column, I am not making this up. This was an actual law 
that the inscrutable Yahweh had given to his chosen ones: "If 
brothers dwell together and one of them dies and has no son, 
the wife of the dead man shall not be married to a stranger 
outside the family; her husband's brother shall go in to her, 
take her as his wife, and perform the duty of a husband's 
brother to her. And it shall be that the firstborn son which she 
bears will succeed to the name of his dead brother, that his 
name may not be blotted out of Israel" (Deut. 25:5-6) Nothing 
was said, of course, about whether the widow had given birth 
to daughters before her husband died, because in the Twilight 
Zone females just didn't count. The deceased husband had to 
have produced a son and if not, the widow had to give her 
brothers-in-law a shot (no pun intended) at it. 


How seriously Yahweh took this matter is indicated by a 
story in Genesis 38. Judah's son Er had married a woman 
named Tamar, but, as was so common in those days, he "was 
wicked in the sight of Yahweh, and Yahweh killed him" (v:7). 
It seems that Yahweh was always killing someone in those 
days for being wicked in his sight. Anyway, Er was killed 
before Tamar produced a son, and so Judah said to his second 
son, Onan, "Go in to your brother's wife and perform the duty 
of a husband's brother to her, and raise up seed to your 
brother" (v:8). Apparently, no arm-twisting was necessary, 
and Onan did as he was told, except that "he knew that the 
seed would not be his," and so "it came to pass when he went 
in to his brother's wife that he spilled it on the ground, lest he 
should give seed to his brother" (v: 9). Well, that was a no-no, 
because Yahweh didn't tolerate those who dared to break his 
unfathomable laws, so "the thing which [Onan] did was evil 
in the sight of Yahweh" (v: 10). So guess what Yahweh did? 
That's right. Yahweh "killed [Onan] too" (v: 10). It all goes to 
show that when Yahweh says ‘ do something\ even if it's 
orders to copulate with one's sister-in-law, he means for it to 
be done. 

Men being men, one would think that Onan was just an 
isolated case and that compliance with this law would not 
have been a major problem. I mean, think about it for a while, 
men having sex with their widowed sisters-in-law with full 
assurance that they were doing the will of God. They just 
don't make laws like that anymore. What seems true today, 
however, wasn't necessarily true in the good old days, because 
there were apparently enough men unwilling to accommodate 
widowed sisters-in-law that the Levirate law actually 



contained a provision to punish those who wouldn't... well, 
come through: " But if the man does not want to take his 
brother's wife, then let his brother's wife go to the elders, and 
say, ‘My husband's brother refuses to raise up a name to his 
brother in Israel; he will not perform the duty of my husband's 
brother (Deut. 25:7). My, my, male pride in those days just 
wasn't what it is today. 

Anyway, disobedience of Yahweh's laws did not go 
unpunished in the Twilight Zone, so those who refused to 
"perform the duty of [a] husband's brother" had to pay the 
price too. So what was the punishment that Yahweh decreed 
for this unspeakable offense? Amputation of a hand? No, don't 
you remember? That was reserved for a woman who dared to 
grab the genitals of a man attacking her husband. Well, then, 
possibly the amputation of... uh... the offending member? No, 
no, no, a deity who abhorred crushed testicles would never 
have decreed a punishment like that. As Mark Twain would 
say, you would never guess the punishment in a hundred 
years, so I will have to tell you what it was: "Then the elders 
of his city shall call him [the uncooperative brother-in-law] 
and speak to him. But if he stands firm and says, 7 do not 
want to take her, ’ then his brother's wife shall come to him in 
the presence of the elders, remove his sandal from his foot, 
spit in his face, and answer and say, ‘So shall it be done to 
the man who will not build up his brother's house’" (vs:8-9). 
Could punishment get any more ignominious than that? 

Well, yes, it could, because even worse was in store for the 
cad who would slight a grieving widow: "And his name shall 
be called in Israel, ‘The house of him who had his sandal 
removed (v: 10). Can you imagine the shame of it, going 



through life being called "the house of him who had his 
sandal removed "? No doubt this caused many men to throw 
up their hands in exasperation and say to their widowed 
sisters-in-law, "Well, all right, if you insist, I guess I can do it 
just this once". You have to remember that everything was 
different in the Twilight Zone. Go to the next article in this 
series. 

A Story Your Sunday School Teacher 

Never Told You 

Once upon a time in the Twilight Zone , a certain Levite and 
his concubine, overtaken by darkness on a journey home from 
visiting the concubine's father, stopped in the town of Gibeah 
and found no one willing to give them lodging (Judges 19:10- 
15). Luck was on their side, however, because an "old man" 
returning from work in his field saw them sitting in the street 
and offered them shelter in his house (vs: 16-21). So the kind 
old man took them home, fed their donkeys, washed their 
feet, and gave them food. 

As quite often happens, good luck is short-lived, and so it 
was in the case of the Levite and his concubine. Word of their 
presence got around to certain "perverted men" in the 
community (v:22), who came to the old man's house and said, 
"Bring out the man who came to your house, that we may 
know him" (v:22). [I will assume that everyone understands 
what "know" means in the biblical sense.] The old man was 
shocked at the demand. "No, my brethren!" he said to the 
mob. "I beg you, do not act so wickedly! Seeing this man has 
come into my house, do not commit this outrage ". 


A situation like this, of course, would require delicate 
negotiating, which the old man proved himself qualified to 
do. " Look ", he said to the mob, "here is my virgin daughter 
and the man's concubine: let me bring them out now. Humble 
them, and do with them as you please; but to this man do not 
do such a vile thing!" [As Dave Barry would say, I'm not 
making this up. It's all right there in the book.] Needless to 
say, this kind old man wasn't nominated for Father of the 
Year, but, then again, maybe he was. After all, this is a story 
from the Twilight Zone where reality is so distorted that 
anything can happen. Besides, in a place where women were 
considered chattel, as they were in biblical times, a man who 
was willing to sacrifice his daughter in order to save a male 
guest from gang-buggery would probably have been highly 
esteemed. If this seems unlikely, just remember that this is a 
story from the Twilight Zone of God's inspired word. 

At any rate, when the mob would not heed the old man's 
advice, the Levite decided to take matters into his own hands. 
"So the man took his concubine and brought her out to them 
[the mob], and they knew her and abused her all night until 
morning" (v:25). Now whatever happened to good old- 
fashioned chivalry? There was certainly none to be found in 
the conduct of this Levite, or perhaps it was simply a matter 
of the spark having gone out of his relationship with his 
concubine. Anyway, he threw her to the mob, who abused her 
all night long. Then "when the day began to break, they let 
her go" (v:25). 

The concubine then went and "fell down at the door of the 
man's house where her master was" to wait until it was light 
(v:27). When the Levite arose and came outside, he saw his 


concubine lying at the door with her hands on the threshold. 
Did the man lift his lover from the ground to soothe and 
comfort her, perhaps to explain that the unrelenting demands 
of the mob had left him no choice? Indeed, he didn't, because 
—and I must remind you again that I'm not making this up— 
God's inspired word tells us that he said to the woman, "Get 
up and let us be going". But there was no answer; the 
concubine was dead. 

The Levite then did the only thing any self-respecting 
master of a dead concubine could do. He lifted her onto his 
donkey and went home, where he "took a knife, laid hold of 
his concubine, and divided her into twelve pieces, limb by 
limb" (v: 29). Then he sent "her" presumably a piece here and 
a piece there, "throughout the territory of Israel" so that all 
could see what the men of Gibeah had done. God's word tells 
us that "all who saw it" said that "(n)o such deed has been 
done or seen from the day that the children of Israel came up 
from the land of Egypt" (v:30). We can only wonder what "it" 
was that the people of Israel saw. Surely, it couldn't have 
been all the pieces of the concubine's body, because the 
implication is that the butchered body had been parceled out 
to the twelve tribes of Israel. So presumably all that most 
Israelites saw was the "it" [one piece] that was sent to their 
particular tribe or region. 

At any rate, when the grisly deliveries were completed, the 
Israelites were properly indignant and decided to take action 
against the perverted men who had had the audacity to ravish 
the Levite's concubine to death. That, however, is another 
story. For now, let's just glean an important moral from this 
story from the pages of Twilight-Zone literature. Immorality 


is obviously on the rise in this country, so we are told by Bible 
believers, and the only hope we have of reversing the trend is 
to restore God's word to a place of honor in our society. We 
should work to purge our libraries and bookstores of filthy 
literature and encourage the reading of the Bible. If our young 
people would just read more wholesome stories like the 
Levite's concubine rather than the paperback trash that's so 
commonplace in our society, within a few years we would 
surely see a remarkable resurgence of old-fashioned biblical 
morality. Wouldn't it be wonderful to live in a society in 
which most people believed in the noble moral principles 
taught in the story of the Levite's concubine? 

Go to the next article in this series. 


How to Inquire of Yahweh 

The rape of the Levite's concubine, the subject of our last 
journey into the Twilight Zone , so enraged the Israelites that 
they "gathered as one man before Yahweh at Mizpah" (Judges 
20:1). When everyone was assembled, the leaders said to the 
Levite whose concubine had been killed, "Tell us, how did 
this wicked deed happen?" 

The Levite explained that he and his concubine had 
stopped in Gibeah to spend the night. "And the men of Gibeah 
rose against me", he explained, "and surrounded the house at 
night because of me. They intended to kill me, but instead they 
ravished my concubine so that she died" (vs:4-5). Now if this 
is an inspired, inerrant account of what the Levite said (and of 
course it is, because it's in the book), he conveniently 
neglected to explain that he had personally taken his 


concubine out of the house and given her to the men of 
Gibeah. The omission of this detail doesn't really matter, 
because (as previously noted) women were merely chattel in 
the Twilight Zone of biblical times, so probably none of the 
Israelite leaders would have cared even if the Levite had told 
the whole truth. At any rate, the Levite explained that he had 
butchered the body of his concubine and sent the pieces 
"throughout all the territory" of Israel because of the 
"lewdness and outrage" committed by the men of Gibeah 
(v:6). 

Upon hearing the Levite's story, "the people arose as one 
man, saying, ‘None of us will go to his tent, nor will any turn 
back to his house'" (v:8). A decision to seek satisfaction was 
made, and the Israelite forces assembled to go against Gibeah 
to make the people there "repay all the vileness they have 
done in Israel" (v:10). Since Gibeah was a Benjamite city, the 
Israelites sent men "through all the tribe of Benjamin" (v:12) 
to demand that the "perverted men " of Gibeah be delivered up 
so "that we may put them to death and remove the evil from 
Israel" (v:13). The Benjamite leaders rejected the ultimatum 
and gathered an army from their cities to "battle against the 
children of Israel" (v: 14). 

Even though the Benjamite army was greatly outnumbered, 
26,700 (v: 15) against 400,000 Israelites (v:17), the battle 
would by no means be a pushover for the Israelites, because 
the Benjamite forces included 700 left-handed "select men," 
everyone of whom "could sling a stone at a hair's breadth 
and not miss" (v:16). Where else but in the Twilight Zone 
could you find precision like that? Without a doubt, there 
would be plenty of aching heads in Israel when the battle was 


over. 


In those days, an army didn't just rally and go into battle. 
Gods had to be consulted, and so it was in this case. "The 
children of Israel arose and went up to the house of God to 
inquire of God" (v:18). They said, "Which of us shall go up 
first to battle against the children of Benjamin?" And 
Yahweh's answer was, "Judah first" (v:18). So evidently this 
battle was going to be a piece of cake for the Israelites. They 
inquired of Yahweh and received an answer. Judah was to go 
against Benjamin first, and if Yahweh had given the word for 
Judah to go first, surely the first battle would be the last. 

If that's what you're thinking, then think again, and this 
time try to remember that we're talking about a battle that was 
fought in the Twilight Zone. That made the actual battle 
results quite different from what one would expect of an army 
that had an omniscient, omnipotent deity on its side. When the 
Israelites attacked, the Benjamite forces "came out of Gibe ah, 
and on that day cut down to the ground twenty-two thousand 
men of the Israelites" (v:21). No doubt that taught the 
Israelites a lesson about the folly of "inquiring of God," you're 
probably thinking, but again you must remember that all of 
this happened in the Twilight Zone. So rather than having 
learned a lesson about the foolishness of consulting gods 
before a battle, the Israelites did the only thing any self- 
respecting citizens of the Twilight Zone would have done. 
They inquired of Yahweh again! 

Well, of course, they didn't inquire of Yahweh immediately 
after the battle. They "went up and wept before Yahweh until 
evening" (v:23) and only then asked counsel of him again. 
"Shall I again draw near for battle against the children of my 



brother Benjamin?" the spokesman asked, and Yahweh said, 
"Go up against him" (v:23). So there it was, straight from the 
horse's, uh, god's mouth: go up again. The next day, the 
Israelites went against Gibeah and... what? Won? No, that's 
just not the way things happened in the Twilight Zone\ Even 
though the Israelites had consulted an omniscient, omnipotent 
deity, who had told them to go up again, believe it or not, they 
suffered another disastrous defeat in which the Benjamite 
forces "cut down to the ground eighteen thousand more of the 
children of Israel" (v:25). Believing this will not be difficult if 
you will only remember that these were biblical armies 
fighting in the Twilight Zone. 

What the Israelites probably needed more than "the 
counsel of Yahweh" was a good general, but Twilight-Zone 
armies couldn't be expected to know this. So what did the 
Israelites do after their second inquiry of Yahweh had brought 
disaster upon them? As Mark Twain would say, in a hundred 
centuries you probably couldn't figure it out, so I will tell you 
what they did. They inquired of Yahweh again! 

Yes, that is exactly what they did. Well, first "they sat there 
before Yahweh and fasted that day until evening", and they 
"offered burnt offerings and peace offerings before Yahweh" 
(v:26), and then they inquired. Phinehas the priest stood 
before the Ark of the Covenant and asked, "Shall I yet again 
go out to battle against the children of my brother Benjamin 
or shall I cease?" Yahweh said, "Go up, for tomorrow I will 
deliver them into your hand" (v:28) 

Nothing indicated that the Israelites were reluctant to 
believe a god who had twice failed them, because the next day 
they went unquestioningly into battle again. On their third try, 



they won a resounding victory, so apparently this story has a 
moral too: even in the Twilight Zone , the third time is 
charmed. Or maybe the moral is that the two defeats were the 
fault of the Israelites, because they didn't sacrifice burnt 
offerings and peace offerings until the third inquiry. Yes, I 
think that's probably it. So if you're going to inquire of 
Yahweh, make sure you sacrifice burnt offerings and peace 
offerings. Why not? They certainly made all the difference for 
the Israelites. Go to the next article in this series. 

Even Holy Massacres Can Have Their Drawbacks 

In the Twilight Zone of biblical literature, silliness occurs 
in direct proportion to the length of the story. Our last two 
journeys into the Twilight Zone concerned events that 
followed the rape and murder of the Levite's concubine. After 
twice having Yahweh's counsel lead them into military 
disasters inflicted by the Benjamites defending the city where 
the atrocity against the Levite's concubine had occurred, the 
Israelites directed a third inquiry to Yahweh that brought them 
success, if a victory that had cost 40,000 lives can in any 
sense be considered a success. Anyway, in their third attack 
against the city of Gibeah, the Israelites withdrew in apparent 
defeat to trick the Benjamite forces into following them out of 
the city and into an ambush where "ten thousand select men 
from all Israel" were lying in wait (Judges 20:32-34). We are 
told that the battle was " fierce " and that "Yahweh defeated 
Benjamin before Israel" (v: 35) 

So the silliness continued. The Israelites lost 22,000 men 
the first day of battle and 18,000 on the second. On the third 
day, an Israelite diversionary force led the Benjamites out of 


the city, at a cost of 30 casualties (v:31), and into an ambush 
where 10,000 "select men" fought in "fierce battle" ; then after 
all this, we are told that "Yahweh defeated Benjamin ". Only in 
the Twilight Zone would a historian give a deity credit for a 
victory that had cost over 40,000 lives. Did it never occur to 
the writer of this fanciful little tale that an all-powerful god 
should have been able to defeat Benjamin without incurring 
thousands of casualties? Apparently not. Perhaps divinely 
inspired writers just couldn't allow themselves to be bothered 
by little details like this. 

The defeat of Benjamin was typically Yahwistic in its 
scope. "Eighteen thousand men of Benjamin fell " during the 
ambush (v:44), and when the remnant fled toward the 
wilderness, the Israelites pursued and "cut down five thousand 
of them on the highways" (v:45). "Then they [the Israelites] 
pursued them relentlessly up to Gidom, and killed two 
thousand" more (v:45) Altogether, the Israelites killed 25,000 
Benjamite soldiers that day (v:46), and only 600, who fled to 
the rock of Rimmon, managed to escape the slaughter 
(v:47) The Israelites didn't pursue those 600, because they 
had more important things to do. They turned back against the 
civilian population "and struck them down with the edge of 
the sword — from every city, men and beasts, all who were 
found", and "(t)hey also set fire to all the cities they came to" 
(v:48) It was a typical, take-no-prisoners massacre that no 
other term but Yahwistic can accurately describe. After all, we 
are assured in the inerrant word of God that "Yahweh defeated 
Benjamin" that day, so we can only conclude that burning the 
cities and massacring the civilian population were what 
Yahweh wanted. We must also conclude that, for some 


inexplicable reason known only to believers of Twilight-Zone 
literature, Yahweh also wanted 40,000 Israelites to die ridding 
the world of those ungodly Benjamites. If such conclusions 
puzzle you, just try to take comfort from knowing that you'll 
understand it all in the sweet by and by. 

After the war with Benjamin was over, a harsh reality came 
home to the Israelite victors: They had all but destroyed one 
of the twelve tribes of their divinely chosen nation! So the 
only thing to do was go to the house of God, which the people 
immediately did and "remained there before God till evening" 
(Judges 21:2) "O, Yahweh, God of Israel", they cried out, 
weeping bitterly, "why has this come to pass in Israel, that 
today there should be one tribe missing in Israel?" Why had 
this come to pass? Did the inspired writer really expect us to 
understand that the people didn't know why this had come to 
pass, that it had come to pass because they had mustered an 
army of 400,000 to go against 26,000, and had killed 
everything in sight after the tide of battle had turned in their 
favor? Are we also to believe that none of the 360,000 
Israelites involved in the massacring had at any time had a 
thought like, "Hey, if we keep this up, we 're going to wipe out 
an entire Israelite tribe!" And while Yahweh was "defeating 
Benjamin" that day, did it not occur to this omniscient deity 
that in "defeating Benjamin ", he was wiping out a tribe of his 
people whom he had chosen "above all the peoples on the 
face of the earth" (Dt. 7:6)? Who really knows? Perhaps in 
the Twilight Zone even omniscient deities don't worry about 
minor details like this when a good bloody massacre is in 
progress. 

At any rate, the victorious Israelites realized that they had a 



problem. The entire tribe of Benjamin was gone, except for 
the 600 soldiers who had fled to the rock of Rimmon in the 
wilderness. However, these 600 were all males, and no matter 
how important males were considered in biblical times, there 
was no way for 600 males to repopulate a tribe without 
females. But in the massacre of the civilian population, the 
Israelites had killed all of the Benjamite females. Yes, it was a 
real problem! 

So why didn't the 600 Benjamite survivors repopulate the 
tribe by just marrying women of other nationalities? If this 
was what you were wondering, don't look now but your 
ignorance of the ways of Twilight-Zone gods is showing. 
Yahweh had expressly forbidden the Hebrews to marry 
foreign women (Dt. 7:3-4; Ex. 34:15-16; Josh. 23:12-13), so 
what Benjamites at a time like this would have dared marry 
foreign (gasp!) women and risked angering the temperamental 
Yahweh any more than they already had? 

So why didn't the surviving Benjamites rebuild their tribe 
by marrying Hebrew women from other tribes? Well, for one 
thing, the other Israelites wouldn't have allowed it. You see, 
the Benjamites had offended the Israelites, and the ancient 
Hebrews just didn't know the meaning of the word forgive. 
Grudges often endured for generations, as did the 450-year- 
old grudge against the Amalekites, which finally culminated 
in the utter destruction of the entire Amalekite nation on direct 
orders from none other than Yahweh himself (1 Sam. 15) 
Furthermore, the Israelites had sworn an oath at Mizpah 
before the massacre of the Benjamites began that "(n)one of 
us shall give his daughter to Benjamin as a wife” (21:1,7) In 
those days, people took their oaths seriously as exemplified in 



the story of Jephthah, who made an oath that later required 
him to sacrifice his daughter, his only child, as a burnt 
offering to Yahweh (Judges 11:29-39) An oath was an oath in 
Twilight-Zone days and had to be rigidly respected. 

So as this excursion into the Twilight Zone comes to an 
end, we must leave Yahweh's chosen people grappling with a 
problem that almost defied solution. But never fear; they 
found a solution. There was never a problem that God's 
people couldn't solve with a little blood-shedding, but that's a 
story for our next journey into the Twilight Zone. Go to the 
next article in this series. 


Pioneers of Loophole Religion 

Our last trip into the Twilight Zone left God's chosen 
people grappling with a terrible problem. They themselves 
had virtually wiped out the tribe of Benjamin in a battle 
described in Judges 20, only to realize that they were 
responsible for practically destroying a tribe of Yahweh's pet 
nation Israel. Six hundred had survived the Benjamite 
massacre, but these were all males, soldiers, who had 
retreated to the rock of Rimmon (20:47). Our last trip found 
the Israelites in the "House of God" pondering what they 
could do to rebuild the tribe of Benjamin. They couldn't give 
their own daughters to the Benjamite survivors, because they 
had sworn with an oath at Mizpah before the massacre that 
"none of us shall give his daughter to Benjamin as a wife" 
(21:1, 7), and neither could the Benjamite survivors violate 
Yahweh's holy law and marry foreign women (Dt. 7:3-4; Ex. 
34:12-13) 


As we noted at the end of our last trip, God's chosen people 
never confronted a problem that they couldn't solve with a 
little blood-shedding, and so it was in this matter too. The 
people rose early the next morning, built an altar, and offered 
burnt offerings and peace offerings. As we saw in a previous 
excursion into the Twilight Zone , apparently the quickest way 
to get through to Yahweh was to offer burnt offerings and 
peace offerings, although we must wonder why they had to 
build an altar if they were assembled at the house of God, 
because the house of God was already equipped with an altar 
on which they had in fact offered sacrifices during the war 
with Benjamin (20:26) At any rate, during the assembly at the 
house of God, a question was asked that suggested a solution 
to their problem: "Who is there among all the tribes of Israel 
who did not come up with the assembly to Yahweh" (Judges 
21:5)? For, lo and behold, the people had also made a "great 
oath " that anyone who had not come up to Yahweh at Mizpah 
would surely be put to death. Upon considering this question, 
they remembered that "in fact, no one had come to the camp 
from Jabesh Gilead to the assembly, for when the people were 
counted, indeed, not one of the inhabitants of Jabesh Gilead 
was there" (vs:8-9) So here was the solution. The Israelites 
would go teach those cowards at Jabesh Gilead a lesson for 
sitting out the battle and in the process also find wives for the 
Benjamite survivors. 

Twelve thousand of their "most valiant men " were sent out 
from the congregation of Israel with orders to ”(g)o strike the 
inhabitants of Jabesh Gilead with the edge of the sword, 
including the women and children " (v:10) Well, of course, the 
women and children had to be included in the massacre. That 



was always Yahweh's way. In the male-dominated societies of 
biblical times, the women and children had nothing to do with 
tribal and civil decision making, so certainly they had in no 
way been responsible for not sending any soldiers to fight 
against the Benjamites. However, that was no excuse as far as 
Yahweh was concerned. They were citizens of Jabesh Gilead, 
so they too had to be included in Yahweh's next massacre. 

Well, not every woman was to be killed. A qualification of 
the battle command was added: "And this is the thing that you 
shall do: You shall utterly [one of Yahweh's favorite words] 
destroy every male, and every woman who has known a man 
intimately." In other words, they were to kill every male 
without exception but kill only the non-virgin females. Of 
course, you don't need three guesses to figure out that the 
virgin females were to be spared so that they could be given 
to the Benjamite survivors. One would think that under the 
circumstances beggars wouldn't be choosy and that the 
Benjamite survivors would have been delighted to get any 
women at all, but that's just not the way things were done in 
the Twilight Zone. No, indeed, these Benjamites had to have 
virgin wives. Just the day before, the Israelites were killing 
every Benjamite in sight, but now they had to make sure that 
any wives given to the survivors would be virgins. Don't try to 
figure it out. We're talking about Twilight-Zone ethics. 

So the military expedition went to Jabesh Gilead, found 
400 virgins in the population [how they determined virginity 
is anybody's guess], and brought them back to the Israelite 
camp at Shiloh (v: 12) An announcement of peace was sent to 
the Benjamites at the rock of Rimmon, who then came back 
and claimed their brides. However, the problem wasn't 



entirely solved. Six hundred Benjamite men but only four 
hundred virgins from Jabesh Gilead —you don't have to be a 
mathematical wizard to see that two hundred Benjamites 
would have to settle for cold showers. 

But not to worry; the "elders of the congregation" had an 
idea. They instructed the 200, who had gotten no wives from 
the raid on Jabesh Gilead, to hide in the vineyards of Shiloh 
during a feast-day celebration and to kidnap wives when the 
"daughters of Shiloh " came out to dance during the festivities 
(vs: 19-20) The elders told the Benjamites not to worry about 
complaints from the fathers or brothers of the abducted 
women. The elders would say to the complainers, "Be kind to 
them [the Benjamites] for our sakes, because we did not take 
a wife for any of them in the war; for it is not as though you 
have given the women to them at this time, making yourselves 
guilty of your oath" (v:22) So the Benjamites did as 
instructed, abducted enough "daughters of Shiloh" for 
everyone to have a wife, and then returned to their tribal 
homeland (v: 23) 

Nothing was said about the consent of the abductees, but 
what the heck? It must have been Yahweh's will for the 
Israelites to solve their problem in this way, because no 
indication of divine anger was recorded. Apparently, then, the 
more things change, the more they stay the same, because we 
see in this story an early example of religious pragmatism. 
Keeping one's oath was a supremely sacred duty to God in 
those days, but these Israelites found a way to circumvent an 
oath that forbade them to give any of their daughters to the 
Benjamites in marriage. To get around the inconvenience of 
the oath, they just decided to look the other way and let the 



Benjamites abduct their daughters. In this story, then, we see 
that even in the heyday of Israel, when Yahweh routinely 
talked directly to his people, smorgasbord religion was as 
much in vogue as now. If one didn't like a divine command, 
he simply rationalized it away. Go to the next article in this 
series. 


Child Abuse Yahweh's Way 

Only in the Twilight Zone of biblical times could one 
become a "hero of faith" by killing his daughter in order to 
keep a foolish oath. In our last trek through the Twilight Zone, 
we saw that vows were serious business in those days. None 
of the Israelite fathers, for example, felt free to give their 
daughters in marriage to the 600 males who had survived the 
massacre of the Benjamites, because "the men of Israel had 
sworn an oath at Mizpah, saying, ‘ None of us shall give his 
daughter to Benjamin as a wife’" (Judges 21:1) In the law of 
Moses, it was written, "When you make a vow to Yahweh your 
God, you shall not delay to pay it; for Yahweh your God will 
surely require it of you, and it would he sin to you.... That 
which has gone from your lips you shall keep and perform, for 
you voluntarily vowed to Yahweh your God what you have 
promised with your mouth" (Deut. 23:21,23) 

Faithfulness to one's word is certainly an admirable trait, 
but in the Twilight Zone of biblical times loyalty was 
sometimes carried to extremes. In the case of the Benjamite 
massacre, for example, even when the Israelites realized they 
had sworn an oath in haste that would result in the extinction 
of one of their tribes, they felt duty bound to honor their vow. 
So, as we noticed on our last journey, they had to rationalize 


their way out of the problem by letting the Benjamites abduct 
Israelite women so that they could have brides who had not 
been " given " to them. Thus, the problem was solved, while at 
least the letter of the oath had been respected. 

The most extreme example of oath-keeping recorded in the 
Bible is the case of Jephthah, an Israelite judge whose ill- 
conceived oath led him to sacrifice his only child as a burnt- 
offering to Yahweh. The story is recorded in Judges 11:29-40. 
During a territorial dispute with the Ammonites, Jephthah 
made a vow to Yahweh prior to battle: "If You will indeed 
deliver the people of Ammon into my hands, then it will be 
that whatever comes out of the doors of my house to meet me, 
when I return in peace from the People of Ammon, shall 
surely be Yahweh's, and I will offer it up as a burnt offering" 
(vs. 30-31). Needless to say, with Yahweh on his side, 
Jephthah defeated the Ammonites "with a very great 
slaughter" (v: 33). Of course, it just couldn't have been a 
Yahwistic victory without a "very great slaughter". 

On his return home, however, Jephthah was greeted at his 
house by his daughter who came out to meet him "with 
timbrels and dancing" (v: 34). When Jephthah saw her, he 
tore his clothes and cried out in anguish, "Alas, my daughter! 
You have brought me very low! You are among those who 
trouble me! For I have given my word to Yahweh, and I 
cannot go back on it" (v:36). Well, pardon me, for not having 
a lot of sympathy for Jephthah, but didn't this guy realize 
when he made his oath that something like this could easily 
happen? True, archaeological evidence indicates that Israelites 
had quarters for livestock in their houses, but I would think 
that even a nincompoop would have known that his daughter 



or wife could be the first to come out the door when he 
returned home. 

So surely Jephthah reconsidered and said, "Well, let's face 
it; I made a stupid oath, and there's no way I can fulfill it". If 
this is what you're thinking, then think again, and try to 
remember that these are stories from the Twilight Zone of 
biblical times. As noted above, Jephthah wailed to his 
daughter, "I have given my word to Yahweh, and I cannot go 
back on it". Well, then, surely the daughter said, "Forget it, 
Pop; I'm not going to fry for some crazy oath you swore ". No, 
no, no, a hundred times no. This is the Twilight Zone we're 
talking about. Remember? When Jephthah's daughter heard 
his plaint, she said, "My father, if you have given your word to 
Yahweh, do to me according to what has gone out of your 
mouth, because Yahweh has avenged you of your enemies, the 
people of Ammon" (v:36). Gee, and some of us today have 
trouble just getting our daughters to respect curfews and other 
simple rules. 

To make a long story short, Jephthah's daughter asked her 
father to wait two months so that she could "wander on the 
mountains and bewail [her] virginity" (v:37). Permission was 
granted (so this guy Jephthah was really a decent fellow), 
"and it was so at the end of two months that she returned to 
her father, and he carried out his vow with her which he had 
vowed" (v:39). So great was Jephthah's deed in the Twilight- 
Zone minds of biblical writers that he was listed as a hero of 
faith in Hebrews 11:32, along with such notables as Abraham, 
Noah, Enoch, Joseph, Samson, Samuel, and David. 

Now, as shocking as this story is to modern readers, its 
whole purpose was to depict Jephthah as a man who deemed 



service to God more important than everything else, even 
close family relationships. If that seems hard for you to grasp, 
you just don't realize that killing one's daughter and 
sacrificing her as a burnt offering to Yahweh wouldn't have 
been the least bit shocking to Twilight-Zone minds. After all, 
these were people who considered Abraham a great example 
of faith because he had been willing to offer his son Isaac as a 
sacrifice to Yahweh (Gen. 22:1-14). They thought this way 
because they lived in times when sacrificing children and 
babies to the gods was routinely done (see 2 Kings 16:3; 
17:17; Psalm 106:37-38; Deut. 32:17). What better way, then, 
to depict Jephthah's great faith than to present him as a man 
who considered his vow to Yahweh more important than love 
for his daughter? 

Well, fortunately, we are more civilized now, and people no 
longer have such barbaric ideas. Is that what you're thinking? 
Then stop for just a moment and think about how many 
sermons will be preached next Sunday about the great love 
that God showed for humanity by letting his son be nailed to a 
piece of wood to die an agonizing death for the "sins" of the 
world. Sometimes Twilight-Zone thinking trickles down to 
these more civilized times. Go to the last article in this series. 

Talk to the Animals 

A popular movie last year [1996], which even received an 
academy-award nomination for best picture, was Babe, a story 
about a talking pig. Even with animated cartoons aside, 
talking animals have not been at all uncommon in movies and 
TV. Years ago we had Francis , the talking mule, and later 
came Mister Ed. Doctor Dolittle, a movie about a man with a 


special affinity with animals, even gave us the popular song 
"Talk to the Animals 

"Yes, but that was all in the fantasy land of movies and 
television", you might be thinking. "In real life, animals don't 
talk". Oh, no? Well, you'd have a hard time convincing some 
people of that, because the Bible, which is purported to be the 
inspired, inerrant word of God, also has stories about talking 
animals. These stories wouldn't be there, would they, if they 
hadn't actually happened? 

Nearly everyone is familiar with the story of Eve and the 
talking snake, which persuaded her to eat the forbidden fruit, 
but the story of a man named Balaam, who had a talking 
donkey, hasn't received nearly as much attention, although it 
is in many ways a far more fascinating yarn than the other. 
According to this tale from the Twilight Zone of biblical 
times, Balaam was a prophet whom Balak, the king of Moab, 
offered money to curse the Israelites, who were encroaching 
on his territory. Balaam refused their bribe, and so Balak sent 
more prestigious princes to him with an even more attractive 
offer. "Though Balak were to give me his house full of silver 
and gold," Balaam told the princes, "I could not go beyond 
the word of Yahweh to do less or more" (Num. 22:18). So 
Balaam asked the princes to stay for the night while he 
inquired of Yahweh, as the prophets of those times were prone 
to do. Yahweh came to Balaam in the night —how is 
anybody's guess— and told him to go with the men but to 
speak "only the word which I shall speak to you" (v: 20) 

Well, that sounded reasonable enough. What self- 
respecting prophet would want to speak anything but what 
Yahweh had spoken to him? One would think that Balaam 



would have earned Yahweh's respect by refusing to do 
anything until he had inquired of Yahweh in the matter, but 
that just wasn't the way it was in those days. We learn 
immediately that "Yahweh's anger was aroused because he 
[Balaam] went" (v: 22). Only in the Twilight Zone of biblical 
times could one incur the wrath of Yahweh by doing exactly 
what Yahweh had told him to do. At any rate, Yahweh was so 
angry at Balaam that he sent an angel "to stand in the way as 
an adversary against him" (v:_22), and that's when the fun 
started. 

Balaam's donkey saw the angel blocking the way and 
turned aside into a field, and "Balaam struck the donkey to 
turn her back onto the road" (v: 23). Angels of Yahweh, 
however, are determined creatures, so this one took position 
in a narrow place with a wall on each side. The donkey again 
saw the angel and in trying to turn aside crushed Balaam's 
foot against the wall. By this time, Balaam had had enough, 
so he struck the donkey. The poor donkey then tried to 
proceed but saw the angel again and lay down under Balaam. 
Well, Balaam was plenty ticked off now, so he struck the 
donkey with his staff. 

"What have I done to you," the donkey asked, "that you 
have struck me these three times " (v: 28)? 

"Because you have abused me," Balaam replied. "I wish 
there were a sword in my hand, for now I would kill you." 

"Am I not your donkey on which you have ridden," asked 
the donkey, "ever since I became yours? Was I ever 
disposed to do this to you ? " 

"No," Balaam admitted. 


Whoa! Whoa! Wait a minute! Time out! Let's look at what 
we have. Here is a donkey that suddenly starts asking 
questions, and his owner just calmly answers her as if it were 
perfectly natural for donkeys to talk. Only in Twilight-Zone 
days could someone have encountered a talking donkey and 
not been completely dumbfounded by it. We can understand 
why Eve may not have been astonished to encounter a talking 
snake, because she had just been created and perhaps hadn't 
had time to learn that animals couldn't talk, but this guy 
Balaam was another matter. One would think that he would 
have made tracks as fast as he could run. Could this all be., 
er... uh... well, you know, just fantasy like Hollywood? 

Nah, of course not. There's a logical explanation for it all. 
The book tells us that "Yahweh opened the mouth of the 
donkey" (v: 28). Why, sure. Yahweh parted the Red Sea (Ex. 
14:21), sent manna down from heaven (Ex. 16:13-15), 
stopped the sun in the sky (Josh. 10:12-14), had a virgin give 
birth to his son (Matt. 1:22-23), caused the sun to withhold its 
light at midday (Lk. 23:44), raised the dead (Matt. 9:25; Lk. 
7:11-15; Jn. 11:43-44 ), and so Yahweh opened the mouth of 
Balaam's donkey. Yes, that has to be what happened. Why did 
it take me so long to figure it out? 



